While the open access movement is a global movement, University of Northern Colorado librarians acted locally and collaboratively to make changes to their scholarly communication system. Authors of this article describe how global advocacy affected their local, institutional open access activities that resulted in a library faculty open access resolution at University of Northern Colorado Libraries.
Introduction
The "think globally, act locally" slogan of the environmental movement serves as a guiding principle for our participation in the open access movement. We make changes in our scholarly communication systems on a local level, and we are guided by the global principles of the international Budapest Open Access Initiative of 2002, http://www.soros.org/openaccess/read.sh tml, and the Berlin Declaration of Open Access to Knowledge in the Sciences and Humanities of 2003, http://oa.mpg.de/openaccessberlin/berlindeclaration.html. Both initiatives espouse the principles of making research in all academic fields freely available on the Internet. This can be done through publishing research in open access journals or by making research articles, published in traditional journals, freely available.
Global Advocacy
The 'gold' and 'green' open access publication models are two ways authors can make their articles open access. The 'gold' open access publication model involves authors choosing to publish in open access journals. Open access (OA) journals "provide free, immediate, permanent online access to the full text of research articles for anyone, webwide." 1 Additionally, authors can publish in toll access or subscription based journals but pay a fee to make their article an open access article. This is known as the 'author choice' open access option. An increasing number of traditional publishers are now offering an 'author choice' open access option, as reflected in the SHERPA/ Ro-MEO listing, http://www.sherpa.ac.uk/romeo/PaidOA. html. In the 'green' open access publication model, authors publish in subscription based journals but can choose to provide access to the article via departmental or institutional or discipline specific repositories. More and more traditional publishers are now allowing articles to be deposited in repositories. Statistics kept by SHER-PA/RoMEO indicate that 62% of publishers formally allow some form of self-archiving. 2 BioMed Even though we were cautious in our targeted sphere of influence, we were bold in our goals. Our intent was to serve as a positive example for the campus community and our Colorado peers. The resolution would be a highly symbolic means to raise awareness of the open access movement. Yet we also wanted practical, tangible results: we wished to promote our institutional repository Digital UNC, to give our authors leverage when negotiating with publishers, and to make our scholarly work more accessible.
In August of 2009 we approached the library dean with our idea and Dean Pitkin was supportive of its inclusion on the October library faculty meeting agenda; as the editor of Taylor &Francis' Technical Services Quarterly, he was keenly aware of the importance of authors' rights issues and selfarchiving policies.
Thus, in September 2009 we became intralibrary advocates of open access, selfarchiving, and authors' rights. We gave voice to and repeated that message in numerous informal meetings. We used an inclusive, personal, and transparent approach, informing library administrators and faculty in advance of our intention to bring the resolution forward in our October faculty meeting. At that time we had sixteen library faculty members, inclusive of ourselves. We met two-on-one with each faculty member over a period of about five weeks, from midSeptember to mid-October.
Library faculty members were very supportive of the initiative, but out of the conversations, several concerns emerged. The predominant concerns centered around two areas: the peer evaluation and tenure review process and publication contracts. As for the peer evaluation and tenure review process, faculty did not want the resolution to be applied punitively by peers. In other words, they did not want to be negatively reviewed if they published in a non-openaccess venue. We reassured them this was not our intent and that the resolution would be crafted to allow latitude. The second area of concern belied a lack of confidence in contract interpretation skills and a fear of violating publication agreements. We informed peers of the publisher data compiled in the SHERPA/RoMEO database. We also spread the good, under-reported news that many traditional publishers of library science literature have liberal self-archiving policies already in place. This concern underscored our belief that authors' rights education is of paramount importance in promoting open access, self-archiving, and assertive behavior toward publishers.
These concerns were re-expressed during the later faculty meetings. However, they did not become obstacles or stumbling blocks. The airing of concerns seemed to have a therapeutic effect; it built trust, and hastened the eventual consensus. These initial informal meetings were essential to the success of the collaborative effort; they helped us to clarify our message and were the building blocks of consensus.
The timing of our first faculty meeting was auspicious; it took place on October 21, 2009, during our Open Access Week celebrations. The context of our promotional blitz provided fertile common ground in which to start crafting the wording of the resolution.
We didn't start from scratch. We used the resolutions of the following bellwether libraries in North America as our examples: Gustavus Adolphus College, Oregon State University, University of Calgary, and University of Oregon. These libraries reflected an interesting divergence of approachesthe Gustavus and Calgary resolutions were quite general, whereas the Oregon institutions were more assertive and prescriptive in terms of specific licensing requirements and deposition procedures.
Key content points discussed at our initial meeting were: commitment to campus promotion, scope, institutional repository statement, escape clause, open access statement, copyright language, specific license requirement, and time-frame for subsequent review. At the close of the October meeting, we had a good sense of collective agreement as to the salient points to include; a subgroup created a draft and distributed it via email for comments prior to the November 18 meeting.
Even when choosing a manageable, localized sphere of influence, complications can crop up. Just a few days prior to our November 18, 2009 meeting, potential problems regarding process and governance came to the fore. This blindsided us; in our naïve idealism, we had assumed the propriety of a simplistic, grassroots democratic process. Governance issues were not on our radar. We were told there was no mechanism campus-wide for faculty to make and pass a resolution outside the auspices of the Faculty Senate. And we knew it was premature and politically infeasible to go campuswide with the issue.
The combined expertise of our Dean and our Faculty Senate representative was invaluable at this stage. They helped clarify our options. The two choices were:
( In the most significant section of the resolution, we address authors' rights and individual latitude. We resolve "to seek publishers whose policies allow us to make our research freely available online. When a publisher's policies do not allow us to make our research freely available online, we resolve to engage in good faith negotiations with the publisher to allow deposit of peerreviewed, pre-or post-print versions of our scholarly work in Digital UNC. This resolution, however, gives us the latitude and individual discretion to publish where we deem necessary, given our career goals, intended audience, and other reasonable factors." 11 Here, we explicitly encourage nego-tiations with publishers while affirming the freedom of the individual scholar to choose publishing venues. This is a different stance than the Oregon resolutions, which do not address negotiations. 
Conclusion
At UNC, our local, grassroots efforts to change the scholarly communication system have just begun. The initial grassroots efforts were effective as we received a few positive inquiries in response to our campus-wide announcement and increased hits on our LibGuide. For the future, we have several goals in mind. We want to make repository deposition a routine activity for our library faculty. . In addition, we plan to customize our authors' rights education for each academic discipline on our campus. We need to engage in much more dialogue with our campus-wide faculty and we hope this may result in growth of our institutional repository and in departmental open access resolutions, and ultimately a campus-wide resolution. The strategy of "think globally, act locally" is an effective one. The end result of our local actions will be increased global access to our institution's scholarship.
